Dick Henderson Bridge

ACBR-0025(091)TC ~ S320-P25-0.05 00

Meeting Minutes Summary

Meeting was voice recorded by Karen Zamow.

Meeting April 16" @ 2:30pm

Attendees:

Paul A. Mattox, Jr., Secretary of Transportation/Commissioner of Highways, VE Board Chair
Robert Pennington, Director Program, Planning and Administration Division, Voting Member
Greg Bailey, Engineering Division, Voting Member

Jimmy Wriston, Special Projects Engineer, Voting Member

Gary Mullins, D-1 Construction, Voting Member

Presenters from Ahern, A Division of Kokosing Construction Company:

Gene Thompson, Mike Koelbl, and Kevin Ohl

Also present were Jason Griffin of Menard USA and Keith Brabant of Reinforced Earth Company.
Other attendees were:

Marvin Murphy, State Highway Engineer

Aaron Gillispie, Director MCS&T

Stephen “Todd” Rumbaugh, Director Contract Administration — left after presentation
Jason Boyd, Regional Construction Engineer

Shawn Smith, District 1 Construction Area Engineer

Ahmed Mongi, Engineering Division

Joe Carte, Engineering Division

Ed Compton, FHWA

Mike Clowser and Pat McDonald, WV Contractors Association

The meeting was opened by the Secretary with introductions of all those attending. A presentation was
given by Ahern, A Division of Kokosing and Manard USA detailing the VEP (see below). Questions were
asked by those in attendance and answered by Ahern, A Division of Kokosing and Menard USA.

Greg Bailey made a general comment that Engineering Division has no objection to the use of Controlled
Modulus Columns (CMCs) with a “conventional” MSE wall (VE proposed) in lieu of the Expanded
Polystyrene Fill (EPS) MSE wall (as depicted in the contract plans) and that the use of CMCs were
considered in the design phase of the project (and rejected, among other reasons, due to archeological
concerns). The WVDOH has made environmental commitments to WVSHPO concerning the potential for
“archaeological findings” at the project site and therefore WVSHPO will also have to “approve” the use
of CMCs if the VE proposal is determined to be acceptable to the VE Board. Ahern stated the VEP
involves as much or less excavation as the contract plan alternative which would, if anything, it



decreases the chance of encountering artifacts. Engineering Division does however have “review”
comments (such as requiring the full pavement typical over the moment slabs) which can be resolved.
Also the use of bottom ash as select granular backfill for the proposed MSE wall was discussed and its
potential use may need approval from the WVDEP.

Joe Carte inquired if “heave” was a concern with the use of CMCs especially at structures or utilities.
Menard responded that “heave” will be accounted for in the design and that in other projects that
utilized CMCs it was not an issue. Ahern also proposed to monitor the Nissan building adjacent to the
MSE wall for movement.

District One Construction inquired if the retained fill outside of the reinforcing zones of the VEP MSE
wall was included in the cost of the wall and Ahern stated that is was. Jason Boyd also inquired if the
reduced risk of archeological findings would translate into a time savings and/or increased cost savings
due the greater opportunity for Ahern to earn a larger portion of the incentive bonus. Ahern’s reply was
that the VEP was a “time-neutral” proposal and that no additional time savings was included.

Ed Compton commented the VEP costs need reviewed and a more detailed breakdown should be
submitted. Also design standards and specifications for the installation of the CMCs are needed.

Jimmy Wriston made a motion to approve the VEP contingent on submission and concurrence with
WVSHPO. Greg Bailey then seconded the motion. The Secretary then called for a vote. The VEP was
approved with unanimous vote. Meeting adjourned.
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Introduction

Thank You for considering this Value Engineering
Proposal

» Kokosing has teamed with Menard and RECO to
provide an approach roadway alternate that:
> Has no reduction in design capacity
> Provides a quality final product
» Constructs a known MSE wall system
> Reduces potential project delays
» Reduces long term risk and maintenance by the Department
» Saves the Department money

» Menard and RECO are affiliates

> Provides seamless design and delivery between the ground
improvements and the MSE walls

Proposal

Contract Plans
> Expanded Polystyrene Fill (EPS) within the MSE wall
reinforced zone
» Lightweight material

» Decreases potential settlement and downdrag of adjacent
structures

Value Engineering Proposal (VEP)

» Improve underlying soils by installing Controlled Modulus
Columns (CMCs)
> Semi-rigid columns installed using a displacement auger
» Virtually no spoils or vibrations

» Construct conventional MSE wall with Select Granular
Backfill

» Eliminate the EPS Fill




Contract Plans

PAVEMENT STRUCTURE, SEE

MNGHALL COPING f SEE NOTE 3, TYP EACH SIDE olE ROADWAY PLANS, ALL MATERIAL
{CLUDED N 626002 +E ABOVE DISTRBUTION SLAB TO
v PGL BE PAD FOR IN ROADWAY PLANS.

[_

/—-MOMENT s
o

STA 64+69.90 TO 66+20.0
EL @ ABUT 2 MAY BE RAISED TO EL 590 FROM
STA 66+20 TO STA 67+40,

FINISHED GROUND AND/OR
EXISTING GROUND VARES

/

2 =
2 oeTaL A1) o
S T ) I {
W N /
<
" 6 LOAD DISTRBUTION RENFORCED SLAB  6* PERFORATED PIPE
4 N SPACE *4 BARS @ 12" EACH DRECTION  QUTLET TO DROP INLET
= gce o INCIDENTAL TO MSE WALLS AT STA 67+40 AT ABUT 2,
i NSE WALL STA 5200 AT ABUT 1.
= " i
&/ ( a
w
g
S8 DETALE T/ £PS FILL @ MN 1.8 PCF, 8" GRANULAR LEVELING PAD. QUTLET AT ABUT.
3g INCDENTAL TO MSE WALLS TOP OF PAD EL 588.25 @ ABUT I.
i TOP OF PAD EL 588.00 @ ABUT 2.
Z
)
L
>
(1}
pl
s
[N
o
e

X

6" X 12" CONCRETE

SECTION AT WINGWALLS

=]
TOP OF LEVELING PAD

LevEs PaD MSE WALL WITH EPS BACKFILL [0 LEveuse e
5
SEE NOTE 4 13. SEE .
3 o
6 CONTINUOUS L] /—ccwsrkucmn wl e
ot s
Al - ; II EMS402 @ 8"
i q z
EACH e © HES F|_———Eus4ol o 8"
SEE NOTE 6 E 12 o B
B o €| SEENOTE & of |58 ©
HE Lo g —4" SDEWALK
—SEE NOTE 5 Htsd COPRG—, »% —— (ROADWAY ITE}
T — UCTH
Ns' MN SLIP NS¢ 4 SoNTT OO, -
PLASTIC CAP AS +|& EETANCE : ™ f X -
PROVIDED BY THE i
PREVENTS CONCRETE 13 §
2 £
NTRUSION DETAIL A = s
SPACED AT 12° C/C HES i N
= 8§
i le g %
8" GALVANIZED BOLT SE a
. [EEEEr.
ENBEDDED q i REINFORCMENT STRP YRR
CONNECTOR NN /7 FACE OF<] N B 2o -
2 ARCHTECTURAL i p e i o <
& I/_ I EPS BLOCKS TREATMENT @ _rgng ; ) /‘/
o \5 1
o, COMPRESSION B PANEL THCKNE! [ 7TSPARIMMAX 3" cCL
‘/_"] NUT AND LOCK NUT NCLUDES 2" MAX — 8 - MS501 TOS & BOS
ARCHITECTURAL g
MSE PRECAST — TREATMENT 870
PANEL ~ ouT EPS BLOCK T0 FIT GEE s
- - OURD COMECTOR A & SECTION B-B e
MAINT AN CONTACT WITH 1" 70 2" PREFORMED 0" N

BACK OF PRECAST PANEL ool

DETAL B

JONT FILLER (SPONGE

03891

SCALE: 2

TOVAL L
0 MSE




TOP_OF COFNG ELEV,

YLR 5 R
V-

1

Proposed PI

TOP OF COPING ELEV. r\
]
. Z‘HEYMH.I. ]
1 (e) \7 re) | s
LTS
S oo

Ii:;s
U U
R S

ANY UNSUITABLE MATERIALS BELOW THE MSE WALL
REPLACED WITH COMP:
BACKFILL, OR OTHERWISE STABIUZED AS DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER

BE REMOVED AND

SHALL
GRANULAR

Controlled Modulus Columns

CMC’s

» Semi-rigid columns
» Specially designed Grout Mix
» Composite soil/cement ground improvement system
> Reinforces the soil rather than functioning as distinct structural

elements

» Controls settlement

> Increases stiffness of soil mass globally
» Increased bearing capacity




Controlled Modulus Columns
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CMC Case History
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Controlled Modulus Columns
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Benefits of VEP

Reduce Potential Project Delays

» EPS fill requires excavations up to 10’ deep
» VEP decreases excavations to 3’ deep
» CMCs produce no spoils (not bringing any soil to surface)

» Reduces amount of disturbed soil

» Reduces potential impacts to archeological and
environmentally sensitive areas

» Minimizes risk of project delays during bridge closure

period

» Reduces amount of material hauled off-site

path

> Installation of CMCs will not add time to the project critical




Benefits of VEP
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Benefits of VEP

Reduce Long Term Risk and Maintenance by DOH
» EPS is predicted to compress up to 5” over life of structure
» Potential to cause problems with MSE walls
» More pavement maintenance required
» Issues with approach slabs and expansion joints

> EPS is susceptible to hazardous spills (fuels, oils, etc...)
» May melt or be otherwise compromised

» EPS manufacturers questioned why there was no protective
barrier provided on top of the EPS in the contract plans

» ‘Unknown’ factor - EPS/MSE integration is unconventional
» Compression and movement of MSE straps may cause issues

> VEP Eliminates these concerns

21

Benefits of VEP

Construction of Conventional MSE Wall

> EPS fill will not support the MSE wall reinforcing elements
> Parallel walls need to be connected to each other
» Abutment walls require back up panels
» Results in more MSE wall material than conventional wall

» VEP eliminates the specialized connections
» Unistruts at moment slab and abutments are eliminated

» Special reinforcing strap connections that allow EPS
compression are eliminated

> Parallel walls do not need to be tied together
» Elimination of back up panels at abutments

22




Benefits of VEP

Construction of Conventional MSE Wall

> VEP eliminates the ‘unknown’ of building a non-
conventional MSE Wall

> VEP allows for construction of less total wall area by
minimizing required embedment

» VEP has no affect on aesthetics
» Appearance of final product will be the same
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Summary of Changes

Contract Requirements Affected by VEP

Remove:

» Special Provision 626 - Retaining Wall Systems Expanded
Polystyrene (EPS) Geofoam for Use as Lightweight Fill Material

Replaced With:

» Standard Specification 626 - Retaining Wall Systems

Use of bottom ash or fly ash material will not be restricted as select
granular backfill material

24




Summary of Changes

Plan Details Affected by VEP
> All references to EPS Backill will be disregarded
> MSE typical section would be modified to reflect standard

construction with select granular backfill

> 8” granular leveling pad would be replaced with load transfer
platform

> Select granular backfill will replace the EPS fill in the reinforced
zone. Retained fill will be used outside of the reinforced zone.

» Conventional MSE panel to reinforcement connection will be used

» 6” load transfer slab will be eliminated

» Thickened aggregate base course on top of load distribution slab
will be eliminated

» Moment slabs will be raised and moment slab walls will be
eliminated

» Unistrut connections at moment slab and abutments will be

eliminated
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Cost Savings
Existing Contract ltems to be Non-Performed:
Item Description Qty Units Unit Price Bid Amount
Aggregate Base Course, Class
105 | 307001-000 |1 (2,000) |cy $ 40.00 | $ (80,000.00)
Cofferdam (partial
565 | 212004-000 | elimination) (1) Is $ 40,000.00 | $ (40,000.00)
Class B Concrete (moment
575 [ 601002-001 | slab wall) (209) |cy $ 800.00 | $  (167,200.00)
650 | 602001-001 | Reinforcing Steel Bar (29,500) | Ib S 1.20 | $ (35,400.00)
MSE Retaining Wall,
780 | 626002-002 | Reinforced Earth (EPS Backfill) | (25,850) | sf S 105.00 [ $ (2,714,250.00)
$ (3,036,850.00)
ltem Added:
Item Description Qty Units Unit Price Bid Amount
MSE Retaining Wall,
Reinforced Earth
(Conventional - Including
780 | 626002-002 | Ground Improvements) 23,242 | sf S 110.00 | $ 2,556,620.00
$ 2,556,620.00
~
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Cost Savings

Total Savings to Project:

ltems Non-Performed $3,036,850
Item Added $2,556,620
Total Project Savings $ 480,230

WV Department of Highways 50% Share $240,115
Kokosing Construction 50% Share $240,115
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Conclusion

This Value Engineering Proposal:

» Provides a better solution to the underlying soils
issues

> Allows for construction of conventional MSE walls

» Decreases archeological and environmental
concerns

» Minimizes potential for project delays
» Minimizes long term risks and maintenance
> Saves Money

Thank You!
Questions?
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